
MEMORANDUM

To: The Honorable Gray Davis, Governor of California
The Honorable Bruce Babbitt, Secretary of Interior

From: Ag and Urban Development Team Members:

Wu!ly Bishop, Contra Costa Water District
Tom Clark, Kern County Water Agency
David Guy, Northern California Water Association
Dan Nelsen, San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority
Tim Quinn, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Jason Peltier, Central Valley Proje~ Water Association
Alien Short, Modesto Irrigation District
~teve Hall, Association of California Water Agencies

Date: November 5, 1999

Re: CALFED Water Management Development Team Process Issues

Following your meeting on August 18, you jointly announced that you had
directed CALFED and agency ~taff tO develop a framework by the end of the year to
meet the challenges of restoring the health of the estuary while providing more reliable
supplies o1’ clean w~ter for ~iti~s, farm.~ and fish. Actions included a framework for an
Environmental Water Account (EWA) and an Integrated Storage Investigation, as well
as considering the irr~pacLs of Interior’s decision on managing the 800,000 acre feet of
yield dedicated to fish under the federal Central Valley Project Improvement Act (B2)
through the CALFED process. To accomplish that direction, CALFED established the
Water Management Dev_elopment Team proce=~, which we were asked to p~rti¢ip~te in,
to recommend a framework for the EWA and water supply reliability.

We were pleased to provide assistance to this effort when it was first established.
However, we are disturbed about how decm=ons are I~e~ng ma~e ~n the process and the
resulting direction of the D~velopment Team.

Af. the October 12~h meeting of the Development Team there was ~ decision t~
look at three general scenarios for water management actions that th~ Coordination
Team was to evaluate. One scenario was based on the DO! interpretation of how to
manage the 800,000 AF dedicated to fish under b(2) of the OVPIA, one on an
environmental version of b(2). and one on a water user version of b(2). Following that
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meeting, the ~g~noy represent~iive,s decided to eliminete the environmental ~nd ~tor
users altern~tiveB.

. We are ve~ con~rned that the Development Team’s decisions are being
¢hang~ by ~ small num~r of agency representatives. These same individuals are
pa~icipating in the Development Te~m meeting~ and decisions. This is not how ~
understood this pr~ess ~uid be ~n.-If ~ are to pa~icipate, CALFED must make a
commitment that our pa~i~ipation ~II be meaningful and ~hat the Development T~am’~
d~ision~ ~11 not be ~anged baleen meetings.

We have ~ more basic ~n~ms. We believe that in this pro~ss a broad
range of altemative~, ~uch as ~o~e agreed to a~ ~e O~ober 12 meeting, must be
evaluated, including ~n~r~o~ proposed by u~ and the environmental ~ommuni~.
SO~ Of Our scenario, for example, ~uld emphasize a~i~8 ~at improve water
quali~ and avoid fisherie~ aGtion~ thal would d~rade ~ter quaii{y. We now ha~e on}y
those ~at ¢~fo~ to DOl’s interpreta~on of how b(2) ~ter is to be a~ounted for and
are unlikely to provide an adequate level of ~ter ~pply or ~ter quality.

We are also con~rn~ about how these s~narios ~tl be evaluated. We
~up~ a comprehen~i~ ~n~ly~i~ nf ~e~ ~c~n~rio that ~uld consist of ~he felio~ng:

A quanti~tivo ~valua~ion of the fisheries population level effe~s of proposed
a~i~s, using ranges to refle~ unce~ainty. The evaluation should r~ect
seneus disagreements a~ut ~e underlying s~en~. Scientific peer review is
ne~ssa~ at least to identify ~ese disagreements and to ~solve some of
them if possible.

= A comparison of these benefits ~th the benefits that ~11 result from other,
non-water environmen~l componen~ ~ the OALFED p~gr~.

An evaluation of the ~ter quality effects, quantified ~th respect to the
paramete~ ~ concern to urb~ ~ter users.

, An evaluation of ~ater supply effe~ ~n~i~ting, at a minimum, of ~e drough~
period and average ye~ effects.

, An evaluation~ the benefits, risks, degree of unce~ainty associated ~th the
various s~narlos or actions.

At the O~ober 26u’ meeting of the Development Team, fede~t representatives
said tsar it is not possible to analyze fisheries ~pulation level effe~ or to com~
~ter and non-~ter environm~tal benefits. We disagree. We believe this ~n and
muet be done if there is to b~ a ~diblo Iovol ~ biologi~l and financial a~ountability in
~e implementation o~ these programs.

in general, ~ believe that in the development and evaluation ~ s~narios, ~
should temporarily set aside our ~o~itlon~ regarding b(2) ~nd other b8seline i~ues for
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~fl~ ~ak~ of evalua!.ing new approaches. We hav~ a s~riou~ gap to bridge, and ~ mu~
no~ elimina~ any new idea~ o~ innovative approaches that might h~lp u~ bridge that
gap. We ~elieve that an info~ed discussion ~ioh recognizes that there a~e die.rent
~r~e~ives provide~ the be~ oppo~uni~ for oplimi~n~ ~ter ~upp~y, ~r quality and
~eheri~ improvement8,

We now ~ave sedou~ ~n~ms about the viability and value of this ~o~, I~ ~a
tim~ [~ d~ul wiB~ tt~se issues head on ra~er than having them finessed. For the time
being, ~ ~11 ~ntinue [o pa~cipate bemuse you asked us to help. Hoover, ~ do
not believe thatthis cu~ent pm~ss ~11 a~omplish ~at you expe~ed, or ~at ’~

. ex~ed. We ~nted you to be a~re of our serious concerns as ~ all decide how to
; pm~ed.
t

Steve Rit~ie
A~Urban Policy Group Membem


